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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: HIGHLAND PARK, A COMMUNITY OF INDIVIDUALS  
 
The overarching aim of this research was to examine the social and ecological 
factors impacting on water quality and usage, specifically focusing on the social 
dimensions that impact on a community’s ability to initiate and implement 
sustainable environmental practices. Recent research has suggested that social 
capital, broadly defined as the social connectedness of a community, fosters 
vibrant, sustainable and healthy communities that are more likely to work 
collaboratively together to solve community issues. However, to date, few 
organisations have studied how both the social and ecological components of 
neighbourhoods might influence a community’s ability to adopt sustainable 
environmental practices. This study is unique, bringing together local and state 
governments, educational institutions, engineers and social scientists in a 
collaboration that aims to understand the best way to engage with communities 
and increase environmentally sustainable behaviours.  
 
The social scientists concentrated on aspects of communities, such as the effect 
of housing type and human activity on water pollution and conservation, whilst our 
partners studied the ecological component, specifically the impact of manmade 
pollutants on waterways and the protection of urban water resources. The 
challenge faced by urban planners today is how best to engage, encourage and 
empower communities so that they will implement and maintain environmentally 
sustainable behaviours. Thus, the long term goal of this research collaboration, 
combining both the social and ecological perspectives, is to gain a better 
understanding of a community, identifying how the council can foster greater 
resident engagement. The ideal outcome would be for communities to be highly 
engaged with local governments and work collaboratively with them to formulate 
local solutions for local problems.  
 
This report focuses on the social science component, with researchers collecting 
both qualitative (i.e., focus group) and quantitative (i.e., survey) data to better 
understand one community, measuring social capital, housing type, environmental 
attitudes and behaviour, residents’ satisfaction with features of the environment 
and their house, community participation, quality of life and demographic data. 
The research suggests:  
 
Findings from the focus group: 
• The beauty of the natural environment provided a sense of belonging for 
Highland Park residents. Privacy was highly valued and residents’ 
interactions with neighbours were relatively few, informal and 
instrumental. Levels of trust within the community were generally high. 
There were clearly defined expectations about Council’s role in managing 
development and protecting the environment, although individual 
behaviours were recognised as being important as well. 
• Preliminary findings suggest that although residents regarded the 
environment highly, their community relationships were instrumental and 
they did not experience deep connections with neighbours.  
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Findings from the survey: 
• Highland Park is best described as a “community of individuals”, with 
residents living and enjoying the private lifestyle considered normal in 
today’s urban environment. Residents are assertive and proactive on an 
individual level, with little community involvement. These opposing 
features create the potential for tension between what is best for the 
individual and what is best for the community.  
• Highland Park has limited “stocks of social capital”, with residents less 
involved with their neighbours and the local community than a comparison 
neighbourhood in inner city Sydney. However, all residents report caring 
about the natural environment and feeling responsible for environmental 
conservation.  
• Although the neighbourhood is low in social capital, this shared 
environmental concern has the potential to bind residents together as a 
community at a later stage. Already residents gardening and car-washing 
behaviours exhibit their water conservation and environmental awareness. 
Their attitudes and behaviours suggest that they will be receptive to new 
conservation initiatives.  
• There were consistent similarities across the Highland Park community with 
all residents, regardless of housing type, sharing a concern for the 
environment and enjoying similar lifestyles.  
 
Community participation is an essential element of any plan to improve and 
encourage sustainable environmental behaviours. This research suggests that 
Highland Park has relatively low levels of social capital and is essentially a 
“community of individuals”. The one thing they have in common, however, is a 
shared concern for the environment. This provides a good foundation for any 
future plans that involve new water and environmental initiatives.  
Low levels of social capital and community involvement at this time means that 
Highland Park residents must be understood and treated as individuals. Therefore, 
behaviour change must be targeted at an individual level, building on residents’ 
appreciation of the natural environment. For example, their desire for privacy and 
limited community involvement may mean that traditional public consultation 
approaches, such as public meetings and forums, will not be as successful in 
Highland Park. This means alternative methods of engagement that acknowledge 
residents as individuals who value privacy are more likely to be successful (e.g., 
individual contact and provision of online information). Over time, a sense of 
community that is developed around this shared concern for the environment will 
bind residents together.  
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1.0 BACKGROUND 
 
A collaborative partnership was established between Queensland University of 
Technology, Queensland Department of Public Works and Gold Coast City Council to 
investigate the concept of sustainable communities within an integrated ecological 
and social context.  The guiding principle underpinning this project was the belief 
that prevention of negative environmental impacts is best achieved through a 
multi-disciplinary community evaluation, from which appropriate behaviour change 
strategies can be identified, developed and implemented. 
 
Together, our goal was to establish a baseline against which the effectiveness of 
future interventions can be evaluated, as well as to investigate alternative 
approaches that encourage sustainable behaviour in the community, with a specific 
emphasis on water quality. The focus was on urban water quality, and its 
interrelationships with the community and housing density. To date, two studies 
have been completed, a water quality assessment and preliminary social study. This 
report is about the social study, which has been designed to be a stand-alone 
baseline study, with the potential to be a springboard for a larger, more 
comprehensive study that will be undertaken in the future subject to funding.    
 
2.0 OVERALL PURPOSE  
 
The principle aim of this project was to collect baseline data about housing choice 
and human interaction with the built and natural environment, specifically the 
impact of social capital on sustainable behaviour patterns. The project was 
designed to examine how (or if) housing choice affects social capital, broadly 
defined as the social connectedness of a community, and sustainable behaviours. 
The information gathered from this pilot study will increase our understanding of 
how we best work towards making our communities sustainable, as well as 
answering some preliminary questions about the interrelationships between social 
capital, housing and sustainable behaviour. To guide the investigation, a number of 
key research questions were developed, including: 
 
• What is important to Highland Park residents? Are they satisfied with their 
lives, their accommodation, local services, community and the environment?  
• What type of community is Highland Park? Is it a community where “everybody 
knows your name” or is privacy more important to residents?  
• Does housing choice (or lack of choice) impact on social capital? Are the people 
who live in higher-density accommodation different from those who live in 
detached housing?  
• Does housing type, through building and landscape design, impact on water 
usage and quality? What other factors appear to influence self-reported 
sustainable behaviours? 
• How important is the environment to residents? Do they currently engage in 
sustainable environmental behaviours? Would they be receptive to new 
environmental sustainability initiatives?  
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One of the greatest challenges facing Australians today is how best to use and 
conserve limited water supplies, maintaining harmony between humans and the 
natural environment. At a local level, councils are realizing that the behaviours of 
communities and individuals have a substantial impact on water conservation. Of 
particular concern is the protection of urban water resources, with an increasing 
realization that:  
the environmental issues caused by the increasingly large volumes of 
pollutants and stormwater being flushed down our drains, creeks and rivers, 
into recreational waterways and the sea, have forced us to acknowledge 
the detrimental impacts of conventional urbanization practices and the 
need for change (Barton, Pezzaniti & Argue, 2002, p.1). 
To date, there is limited awareness of how negatively stormwater affects our 
waterways, with local councils struggling to find ways to unite communities and 
encourage them to adopt water conservation practices. Engaging communities to 
lessen the negative impact their behaviours have on the natural environment is 
the biggest challenge we face this century, both at a global and local level. 
Gaining community commitment is impeded by urbanisation, which has seen the 
demise of traditional neighbourhoods.  
2.1 SOCIAL CAPITAL 
The communities of today differ markedly of those fifty years ago. The time when 
everybody knew their neighbours, had frequent conversations over the back fence 
and at the corner shop has disappeared and been replaced with limited community 
interactions, sophisticated burglar alarms and large, impersonal shopping centres. 
Simultaneously, social connectedness, community involvement and civic 
participation have declined, and there has been a “striking shift in the way we 
allocate our time- towards ourselves and our immediate family and away from the 
wider community” (Putnam, 2000, p.107). To explain why and how people are 
losing the connection they once had with their communities, as well as to 
investigate ways to reverse this trend, researchers have focused on the notion of 
“social capital”. Social capital, a community asset, has been variously defined as:  
social energy, community spirit, social bonds, civic virtue, community 
networks, social ozone, extended friendships, community life, social 
resources, informal and  formal networks, good neighbourliness and social 
glue (UK National Statistics, 2001, p.6). 
Social capital is probably best viewed as social cohesion or social glue that enables 
people, organisations, communities and nations to work together collaboratively 
for mutual benefit (Cox, 2000). Social capital can be broken down into three 
dimensions: (1) Bonding, (2) Bridging, and (3) Linking.  Bonding refers to informal 
networks with similar people, such as family and friends (i.e., people “like me”). 
Bridging refers to social networks between dissimilar people (i.e., people “unlike 
me”). Linking refers to the connections that people build with those in authority, 
particularly government institutions.  
These networks, interactions and connections between people generate norms of 
trust and reciprocity, which is the basis of social capital.  Perhaps most 
importantly, social capital is viewed as a key indicator of a community’s capacity 
and readiness to successfully handle change, with the amount or “stocks of social 
capital” in a community determining the success or failure of environmental and 
sustainable initiatives (Putnam, 1999).  
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2.2 WHAT IS A SUSTAINABLE COMMUNITY? 
 
The idea that social capital can indicate a community’s wellbeing and capacity to 
handle change has received increasing attention, particularly in regards to 
encouraging sustainable behaviours. Sustainability, defined as “meeting the needs 
of the present generation without compromising the ability of future generations 
to meet their own needs” (Brundtland Commission, 1987, p. 43) is an issue of 
concern to many people, at both an individual and societal level. The important 
role communities play in encouraging sustainable living principles and fostering  
sustainable development, that is, “the ability acquired and held by communities 
over time to initiate and control development, thus enabling communities to 
participate more effectively in their own destiny” (Lyons et al., 2001, p. 1237), is 
becoming increasingly important.  
 
Traditionally, sustainable development consisted of four components: natural, 
physical, financial and human capital, but recently, social capital has been added 
as the fifth component (World Bank, 1999). These components can be viewed as 
resources at the disposal of a community or country, with the power to transform 
policies, institutions and processes, either positively or negatively. Positive 
outcomes, such as jobs, welfare services, economic growth, clean environment, 
sustainable use of natural resources, reduced crime and better health and schools, 
will enhance and add to both individual components and overall sustainability. On 
the other hand, undesirable outcomes, such as deforestation, social breakdown, 
water and air pollution and reduced safety due to increased crime, can reduce 
individual components and overall sustainability (Pretty, 1999).   
 
Governments have the potential to play a powerful role in sustainable 
development, particularly by fostering social capital through working with 
communities. For example, Wills (2001) has suggested that local councils should 
develop collaborative partnerships with the broader community. By establishing 
working partnerships with residents, local councils can encourage and enable 
community participation in decision making processes and initiatives. This 
collaborative approach builds social capital and helps foster vibrant, sustainable 
and healthy communities.  
2.3 PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT AND HEALTHY COMMUNITIES 
 
All communities are comprised of two key dimensions: (1) Structural and (2) 
Functional (Garcia, Giuliani & Wiesenfeld, 1999). The functional component 
encompasses the social aspect of a community, the interactions and conversations 
between neighbours as they develop social networks (i.e., social capital). The 
structural component encompasses the physical aspects, such as the buildings and 
roads, parks and infrastructure. A healthy community exists when these two 
components are balanced or in harmony. Conceptualising communities as 
comprising of these two equally important dimensions reminds us that 
neighbourhoods are comprised not just of interactions between residents but also 
include interactions with space, buildings and structures. The physical aspects of 
the community and neighbourhood influence how frequently residents interact and 
the development of social capital.  In particular, housing choice, whether people 
live in higher-density (e.g., townhouses, apartments) or lower density (e.g., 
  Sustainable Communities Project, 2004 
8 
detached housing) affects social capital, community connectedness and the 
interaction between residents.   
 
Some argue that low-density housing, associated with spacious homes and ample 
home gardens, green lawns and open patios, reduces the chances of informal and 
spontaneous interaction on the street or in open green spaces. This reduction in 
interactions has a negative effect on social capital, decreasing social bonding and 
people’s sense of belonging to their neighbourhood (e.g., Freeman, 2001; Burton, 
2000). Increased reliance on the car to travel from one destination to another in 
lower density areas also discourages “lively” streets, and reduces the 
opportunities pedestrians have to spontaneously interact face to face in public 
open spaces (Freeman, 2001; Burton, 2000). Unfortunately, these days: 
In many suburbs, privacy and the automobile are so highly valued that 
developers do not even bother to lay sidewalks. Corner stores, taverns, 
coffee shops, and sometimes schools and parks often are not found in the 
neighbourhood, because zoning ordinances have rendered them illegal 
within residential areas. Most modern car-dependent suburbs are not places 
designed to encourage social interaction (Leyden, 2003, p 1547).  
 
On the other hand, high-density housing promotes sustainable development, 
reducing automobile travel and urban sprawl, as well as encouraging greater 
utilisation of the public transport and the regeneration of inner urban areas 
(Freeman, 2001; Burton, 2001). By necessity, higher-density housing is associated 
with greater utilisation of public spaces. In high-density areas, amenities are 
typically within walking distance from residents’ homes, which encourages 
spontaneous interactions and provides a common place where neighbours can 
meet, frequently interact and form social bonds, developing social capital 
(Freeman, 2001). For example, locating recreational facilities and areas nearby 
can facilitate social interaction between neighbours as they walk and interact in a 
shared public area (Farrell, Aubry & Coulombe, 2004). Alternatively, others have 
argued that higher-density housing, through crowding, actually weakens social ties 
(Freeman, 2001). What is clear is that: 
the physical and social construct of the urban environment promotes 
isolation. Higher rates of television watching, increased computer usage, 
concern about crime, little contact with neighbours and geographic 
isolation have created communities that are not interconnected. This 
isolation may result in a lack of social networks and diminished social 
capital (Srinivasan, O’Fallon and Dearry, 2003, p.1447).  
 
A sustainable, healthy community relies upon people having a strong sense of 
belonging and identifying themselves with the locality and its residents. This 
process of bonding at the local level provides residents with increased 
opportunities for social interaction and collaboration, through forming new 
partnerships and friendships out of the process of participation (Bullen & Oxyn, 
1998; Wills, 2001).  The reality is that:  
Neighbourhoods are where the bonds of community are built. They are the 
wellsprings  of social capital.  People’s sense of community, their sense of 
belonging to a neighbourhood, their caring about the people who live there, 
and their belief that people who live there care about them are critical 
attitudes that can nurture or discourage participation (Portney, 1997, p. 1). 
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Without community participation and interaction, the reality is that social capital 
will continue declining. Reversing the decline of social capital is important to 
establishing norms of community involvement and civic participation in 
neighbourhoods. Social capital could also encourage environmentally sustainable 
behaviours in communities, through aiding in the establishment of new values and 
norms of behaviour at both an individual and community level. The key is to find 
the issues that are important to specific residential areas that will generate a 
sense of community and increase the informal and formal networks, 
neighbourliness and community spirit.     
 
2.4 BEHAVIOUR CHANGE MODELS 
 
Before you can change people, or communities, you must first understand them. 
To develop an effective program, therefore, you need to gather as much 
information as possible about the target audience to determine how best to 
communicate your messages to them. Unfortunately, to date, most people have 
generally underestimated how really difficult it is to achieve behaviour change, 
both on an individual and community level. Large-scale information campaigns or 
campaigns emphasising consequences or economic benefits, although increasing 
awareness, are largely unsuccessful, with “brought participation” only bringing 
about a short-term change in behaviour and rarely changing attitudes (Pretty, 
1999).  
 
Environmental psychologist McKenzie-Mohr (2001) has pioneered an alternative 
behaviour change approach he termed “community based marketing”, which 
involves researchers working with the local community to identify and remove 
barriers to sustainable behaviours. He emphasizes that you must first understand 
individuals and communities before you can engage or change them. McKenzie-
Mohr (2001) recommends a combination of literature reviews, focus groups and 
surveys to help identify both internal (i.e., lack of personal knowledge) and 
external (i.e., structural issues that are outside of the individual’s control) 
barriers to change. Once the barriers are identified, researchers can then utilise a 
combination of behaviour change tools to foster and encourage sustainable 
behaviour.  
 
McKenzie-Mohr (2001) outlines clear communication, gaining a personal 
commitment, developing a new set of societal norms that support sustainable 
lifestyles, using prompts and incentives as the best ways of guaranteeing long-
term behaviour changes. Importantly, the intervention most appropriate for a 
specific community depends on the kinds of barriers that exist and what the 
community is like. For example, is it an area high or low in social capital? Do 
residents interact frequently or rarely? Do they have any common or shared goals? 
What are their priorities?  Is the community healthy or unhealthy? The research 
undertaken for this study has selected Highland Park as a neighbourhood that can 
provide answers to these questions.  
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3.0 PROJECT INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW  
The principle aim of this study was to gather information about a range of social 
indicators pertinent to Highland Park. The results of the social study will be 
integrated with separate research information about ecological sustainability in 
the catchment area. Highland Park’s characteristics make it suitable for such a 
study because of its location, resident demographics and its recency of 
development as indicated by Donkin (2001). 
 
The research design incorporated two strategies (Phase 1 and Phase 2) to 
maximise data collection (Neuman, 1997, pp. 228, 253). In Phase 1 an exploratory 
focus group format was used to gather the opinions of residents about their local 
natural environment, neighbourhood and home. Results from this study were then 
used to develop a quantitative instrument for a large-scale resident survey which 
was administered in Phase 2. The survey questionnaire investigated: social issues 
about housing density types, the nature of family/housing structures, socio-
economic status, housing choice, neighbourhood interactions, interaction between 
the built and natural environment and social infrastructure. Protocols of ethical 
research required by QUT were fundamental to the methods used to gather 
information in the research study.  
 
4.0 PHASE 1: FOCUS GROUP METHODOLOGY  
 
The purpose of Phase 1 of the study was to gain initial information about the 
Highland Park community that would assist in developing an extensive survey 
questionnaire. A focus group format based on set topics was chosen to generate 
discussion by residents and provide ideas for a deeper investigation. 
 
Participants 
Eleven residents of Highland Park responded to an invitation to participate in a 
two hour focus group. The group included seven males and four females, with a 
median age of 51 (ages ranged from 18 to 76 years); the group represented 
household structures consisting of five participants who were married, five 
participants who were married with children and one single adult. All group 
members lived in single detached dwellings.  
 
Open-ended questions (see Appendix B) in a group discussion format allowed 
residents to express their views on community and neighbourhood life, providing 
information about in-depth attitudes and behaviours. The questions were 
categorised into categories such as the Highland Park neighbourhood; social 
capital (in the context of perceived quality of social relationships between 
residents and the community); the environment (local people’s interaction with 
the natural environment); housing choice (attributes of their current house, and 
length of residency in the area). The group discussion was facilitated, observed 
and later transcribed for analysis. 
 
Two researchers independently used qualitative content analysis to identify core 
categories that reappeared consistently in the data. The coded categories that 
emerged were: natural environment, built environment, interaction with 
neighbours, and responsibility for environment. 
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5.0 RESULTS FROM PHASE 1: FOCUS GROUP  
 
The following section presents the results and discussion based on the core 
categories that emerged from the residents’ discussion.   
 
5.1 NATURAL ENVIRONMENT 
A major theme of importance identified in the data was the strong connection of 
the residents to the natural environment, a reason many had moved into the area. 
The natural environment was described as having “plenty of wildlife”, including 
birds, snakes, and lizards, and “lots of greenery”, including parks, bush and trees.  
The duck pond and the many parks were particularly singled out as areas visited 
regularly by residents.  Most participants said that they interacted with the 
natural environment almost daily by taking walks and enjoying the views.   
 
While residents displayed a deep appreciation for the pleasant attributes of the 
natural environment, they were also aware of developmental issues. For instance, 
they felt that the creeks had deteriorated significantly as a result of poor 
development and lack of care, with one resident commenting that “run off silt 
from development has killed the creek – water is not running over the rocks – 
developers should work with the environment”. This kind of response indicates an 
awareness of issues that may threaten the local environment. 
 
Water was also a major concern for the participants. They were unable to 
maintain their gardens and surrounding areas due to water restrictions and a lack 
of rain. Yet, they felt that something should be done to encourage people to 
conserve water and to develop efficient ways of recycling water. The residents 
were aware of strategies that could be used to change behaviour to improve water 
conservation. “We should have behaviour change tools: use incentives, not just 
disincentives and jump on people for wasting water”. Other residents mentioned 
storm water run off as a major problem. Run off flooded property and was also a 
problem for the creeks and duck pond.  
 
Residents, therefore, showed a strong affiliation with the natural environment 
because of its beauty. They were also aware of development practices and water 
conservation issues that threatened the area, and mentioned both infrastructure 
and individual contexts for management practices. 
 
5.2 BUILT ENVIRONMENT  
 
The built environment was very important to the residents. The participants 
described their neighbourhood as “including structures, services, houses, and the 
physical landscapes”.  They were particularly pleased with the design and location 
of their homes, and had many housing choices when deciding to purchase in 
Highland Park, whether established homes, or designed and built to suit their 
needs.  Residents felt that neighbours kept their homes nicely, public spaces were 
generally pleasant, and the streetscapes on the drive into and out of Highland 
Park were enjoyable.   
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The major complaint about the area was the increasing traffic.  This topic was 
passionately discussed as residents felt that with on-going development and more 
people moving into the area, the roads were becoming increasingly dangerous and 
over crowded.  There was also an indication of community dissatisfaction with 
some future planning. For instance, one resident commented:  
 
There is a little park on the corner of Alexandra and Hinkler that is going 
to be reclaimed. That is actually owned by Natural Resources, but that is 
going to be claimed and turned into a roundabout and there is a lot of 
opposition to that at the moment  
  
While most residents felt they had good access to transport, services, shopping, 
and proximity to the Gold Coast and Surfers Paradise, and that the built 
environment was pleasant, they were keenly aware of transport infrastructure 
developments that may make their area less desirable. 
 
5.3 INTERACTION WITH NEIGHBOURS 
 
Residents described Highland Park as having “a village like atmosphere where 
people walk in the mornings and casually talk on the street interface”. There was 
a feeling that the area was friendly and welcoming.  Most residents limited their 
contact to casual greetings and friendly waves, with many having informal contact 
with immediate neighbours and residents in their street. These friendly 
interactions instilled a sense of security, with neighbours looking out for each 
other’s property and for strangers in the area. “We have our own neighbourhood 
watch – when people go on holidays, they water the gardens, feed pets and keep 
a secure eye on the place”. 
 
Neighbours and residents living in the street were most commonly cited as being 
trust worthy, as were shopkeepers, doctors and others service providers. However, 
some groups were regarded as being a significant problem for the area. Young 
people, for instance, were not trusted due to perceived gang, drug and car racing 
activities: “Young people between 12 and 17 years walking the streets at night 
makes you feel nervous”. There was also suspicion about the trustworthiness of 
residents living in the townhouses and duplexes. They were viewed as using 
offensive language in public and generally behaving in unsociable ways. “Some 
adults in supermarket, also ‘Parasite Park’ low-income residents cannot be 
trusted, they live in block of units in low-income area and have poor language”. A 
few participants were involved in the local schools and developed social 
relationships with other parents, and two individuals were members of local 
community groups. However, most residents were not involved in regular 
community activities.  
 
A significant finding from this theme was related to privacy, which was highly 
valued by the participants and a main reason for choosing to live in the area. 
Residents felt a strong connection to the catchment area, particularly to the 
natural environment. “Natural environment is a part of whether you feel a sense 
of community, for some this is a big part of feeling a sense of belonging”. 
Generally, residents’ interactions with neighbours were relatively few, informal 
and instrumental. Trustworthiness was generally felt with a few exceptions. 
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Residents shared a strong connection to the natural environment, but on an 
individual and private basis. Therefore, their relationships were not the kind 
defined as deep associations with the community of people belonging to the area. 
  
5.4 RESPONSIBILITY FOR THE ENVIRONMENT 
 
Residents were very clear that the City Council was responsible for all public 
spaces in the catchment area, including maintenance, development, security, 
safety, pollution (including noise) and implementation of laws. “Council should 
ensure that developers followed environmental regulations”. Locals accepted 
responsibility for maintenance of their individual home areas and reported 
maintenance problems to the City Council (for example, broken park benches) but 
thought that “Individual residents should be responsible for their own property, 
keep it in a pleasant manner’ and in public spaces, ‘dog owners should be 
responsible for dog waste products and dog noise”.  
 
Residents expect the Council to be responsible for infrastructure, the 
development and maintenance of the environment, and for the safety and security 
of the area. Residents are aware of local development and environmental issues 
that may impact on the community, yet they also accept that individuals have 
responsibilities for their own behaviour and practices in the area.  
 
In summary, the focus group findings highlight several significant points about 
residents of Highland Park. They are strongly attracted to the area because of the 
beauty of the natural environment and are aware of issues such as infrastructure 
development and water conservation. They appreciate the infrastructure and 
services that support the location. They have clear ideas about the Council’s 
responsibilities for maintenance and preservation of the environment, and for the 
safety and security of the neighbourhood. While residents are friendly and caring 
in instrumental ways, they appreciate privacy rather than close associations with 
the community as a locally specific group of people.  
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6.0 PHASE 2: QUANTITATIVE SURVEY METHODOLOGY  
 
Based on the findings from the focus group, a survey was developed for the 
purpose of determining the community’s openness to capacity building. The survey 
focused on identifying residents’ behaviour patterns and aspects of social capital 
specific to the Highland Park catchment area. A copy of the survey, and 
percentage agreement with each question, is presented in Appendix A. The social 
capital component of the survey used a standardised instrument developed by 
Bullen & Onyx (1998) in which eight elements of social capital were investigated 
through 36 questions.  
 
The questionnaire also contained demographic questions, and a small number of 
multi-choice questions included an “other” category for additional responses. This 
step allowed for any unexpected responses to be recorded and analysed. The 
questionnaire was piloted and revised to provide 68 questions across eleven core 
categories. The background and reasoning for including specific questions is 
reviewed in detail in Appendix B.  
 
The purpose of Phase 2 of the study was to gain baseline data generalisable to the 
Highland Park catchment area. As a pilot study, the research will inform a larger 
research project to develop better sustainable behaviours in the catchment area; 
findings will assist government in development planning initiatives. The research 
focused on investigating social issues across different housing density types, and 
explored the nature of family/housing structure, socio-economic status, housing 
choice, neighourhood interactions, interaction between the built and natural 
environment and social infrastructure needs likely to contribute to “community 
well-being”.  
 
 
Participants 
Phase 2 of the study drew participants from the Highland Park catchment area at 
the Gold Coast. Initially, each household received a brochure with a brief 
explanation of the project and an invitation for interested individuals to 
participate in the survey on nominated weekends.  The survey sample was drawn 
from two housing types consisting of (a) duplexes and townhouses and (b) single, 
detached dwellings. A total of 375 questionnaires were distributed, with a 74% 
response rate (n=276).  
 
 
Grid map 
The catchment area was divided into 20 housing blocks containing various numbers 
of dwellings.  Each grid block was assigned a number and a colour code.  (See 
Appendix D, Table 1).  A series of form numbers were allotted to each grid block 
number.  A different form number was assigned to each survey.  Grid Blocks were 
highlighted on the area map in different colours and associated with a block 
number.  The form number was entered on each survey questionnaire in 
association with a particular grid block number (See Appendix D – Table 2). 
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Survey questionnaire 
A door knock survey was considered to be a reliable method for obtaining 
information from this community. Five teams of two individuals were assigned 
four grid blocks in which to distribute the questionnaire. The entire Highland Park 
catchment area was randomly surveyed over three consecutive weekends using 
the grid map strategy.      
 
 
Statistical Analysis  
For the purpose of current analysis, the sample size was considered sufficient to 
provide a representative sample of the population because it includes a broad 
cross section of the adults living in the community under investigation.  The 
completed surveys were delivered to the QUT Division of Technology, Information 
and Learning Support department for data entry using SPSS statistical package. A 
complete copy of the questionnaire, and participants’ responses, are located in 
Appendix A.  
 
The measure of social capital used in this study is that utilised by Bullen and Onyx 
(1998), who examined five communities in New South Wales to develop empirical 
measures of social capital. Their study identified eight distinct elements that 
defined social capital, specifically Participation in Local Community, Proactivity in 
a Social Context, Feelings of Trust and Safety, Neighbourhood Connections, Family 
and Friends, Tolerance of Diversity, Value of Life and Work Connections. 
Responses to individual items within the social capital measure are not presented 
in the Appendix, as it is inappropriate to consider the items individually. Rather, 
the mean score on each of the sub-scales is presented in the results section 
below, as well as, for comparison purposes only, the mean score of the NSW 
communities the measure was originally tested on.   
 
SPSS software was utilised to calculate descriptive statistics for the key 
demographic, health and behavioural characteristics describing adults residing in 
Highland Park. Statistical analyses, chi-squares for categorical variables and t-
tests for continuous variables, were then conducted to determine if these 
variables differed as a function of residence.   
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6.1 KEY DEMOGRAPHICS OF THE HIGHLAND PARK COMMUNITY 
A total of 276 Highland Park residents completed the survey, ranging in age from 
18 to 82 years, with an average age of 44 years. There were one hundred and 
forty-two females (54%), with an average age of forty-two, and one hundred and 
thirty-four males, with an average age of forty-six. Most (98%) reported English as 
their preferred language at home.  
 
Over half (65%) reported being employed and working an average of 37 hours each 
week, although that ranged from 6 to 70 hours. Females reported working 32 
hours per week on average and males worked 43 hours. The main source of income 
for most households was wages or salary (70%), although nearly a quarter (21%) 
relied on pensions or benefits. Approximately half (49%) reported a total 
household income of less than $50,000 a year, as Table 1 below indicates.  
 
Table 1: Total Annual Household Income for Highland Park Residents  
 
Total Household Income Per Year Percentage 
Less than $20,000 17% 
$20-$30,000 12% 
$30-$40,000 9% 
$40,000-$50,000 11% 
$50,000+ 51% 
 
The majority (42%, n=117) reported living in a household with their partner and 
children, 28% (n=77) just with a partner, 15% (n=41) with extended family, 7% 
(n=20) lived alone and another 7% (n=18) just with children, 4% (n= 11) with 
friends and 5% (n=14) said other. The majority of residents surveyed owned their 
home, with just 20% (n=55) renting their accommodation. Most residents (70%) 
lived in detached houses, with 30% living in a range of higher density housing, 
primarily duplexes and townhouses.  
 
All reported being very satisfied with their accommodation, particularly their 
proximity to services (93%), position (91%), design (87%) and price (87%). The 
lowest satisfaction rating was reported for proximity to public services (60%), as 
Figure 1 below illustrates.  
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Figure 1: Percentage of participants very satisfied with each accommodation feature  
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Nearly all participants said they were always able to pay regular bills (88%), pay 
for food, clothes, and petrol (84%) and pay regular rental or mortgage payments 
(92%). As well as being financially stable, the majority reported being “usually” or 
“always” psychologically and physically healthy. Specifically, 93% reported that 
they were usually or always happy, 88% were usually or always satisfied with life 
and 90% said they usually or always enjoyed good health.  
 
Highland Park residents were particularly likely to report shopping at local 
shopping centres (98%), and to a lesser extent, patronise local cafes (73%) and use 
local medical services (79%). They were less likely to report participation in local 
sport (27%) or that their children attended local schools (33%), as Figure 2 
illustrates below.  
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Figure 2: Percentage of participants who utilise local amenities    
 
The majority of Highland Park residents participated in outdoor activities, 
particularly enjoying walking (84%) and the scenic views (75%). Less than half 
reported swimming (41%), feeding wildlife (39%), going on picnics (34%), cycling 
(20%) or participating in other outdoor activities (11%). 
6.2 SOCIAL CAPITAL 
Following Bullen and Onyx (1998), eight distinct elements of social capital were 
identified by forming composite scores from the 36 social capital items in the 
survey. The mean social capital scores for the eight sub-scales for Highland Park 
are displayed in Table 1 below. For comparison purposes only, the mean social 
capital score of 5 communities in NSW (Overall), a community in inner Sydney 
(Ultimo/Pyrmont) and a rural NSW community considered high in social capital 
(West Wyalong) are also included.  
 
Table 2 below illustrates that, in many respects, residents of Highland Park are 
similar to the overall mean of 5 communities in NSW in terms of social capital 
within the community. Compared to a rural area (West Wyalong in rural NSW), 
Highland Park scores much lower on three sub-scales, specifically Participation in 
Local Community, Feelings of Trust and Safety and Neighbourhood Connections. 
This is not completely unexpected given that rural areas typically display higher 
levels of social capital, but the finding that Highland Park residents score lower or 
the same as than residents from an inner Sydney suburb on the subscales 
Participation in Local Community and Neighbourhood Connections, illustrates how 
limited neighbourhood contact and participation is for Highland Park residents.  
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Table 2: Mean QLD and NSW scores for the Eight Elements of Social Capital  
 QLD Mean 
NSW 
Inner 
Sydney 
Rural 
NSW 
Participation in Local Community 
(7 questions, 28 highest possible score) 
11 13 12 16 
Proactivity in a Social Context 
(7 questions, 28 highest possible score) 
24 15 16 15 
Feelings of Trust & Safety 
(5 questions, 20 highest possible score) 
12 13 12 16 
Neighbourhood Connections 
(5 questions, 20 highest possible score) 
12 14 12 15 
Family & Friends 
(3 questions, 12 highest possible score) 
9 10 10 9 
Tolerance of Diversity 
(2 questions, 8 highest possible score) 
6 6 6 5 
Value of Life 
(2 questions, 8 highest possible score) 
5 6 6 6 
Work Connections 
(3 questions, 12 highest possible score) 
9 9 9 10 
OVERALL SOCIAL CAPITAL 82 82 80 88 
SOCIAL CAPITAL (incl. work) 91 99 95 104 
 
The most notable difference concerns the social capital subscale Proactivity in a 
Social Context, which reflects individual behaviours. Compared to the overall 
mean of the 5 comparison communities in NSW, Highland Park residents exhibit a 
much higher level of individual proactivity, as Tables 3 and 4 below illustrate.  
Note that the scale was anchored at 1, not at all, and 4, yes, definitely. 
 
Table 3: Highland Park Residents Pro-activity in a Social Context (%) 
 1 2  3 4  
Ever picked up other people’s rubbish in a public space  5 8 47 40 
Go outside local community to visit family  9 6 27 58 
Enough information to make a life decision  6 11 36 48 
Feel free to speak up if disagree with others 10 10 29 52 
Willing to seek mediation if dispute with neighbours  6 15 34 45 
Take initiative at work, even if no one asks you  1 1 13 85 
Helped a workmate, even though not in job description  8 4 33 54 
 
The finding that, compared to the average NSW community, Highland Park 
residents are higher on the Pro-activity in a Social Context subscale implies that 
they are independent individuals, who are willing to speak out on issues that 
concern them. Compared to the NSW average, Highland Park residents are much 
more willing to seek mediation in civil disputes with neighbours, more likely to 
pick up other’s rubbish and build strong social networks within their workplace.  
 
Table 3: Overall NSW Residents Subscale Pro-activity in a Social Context (%)  
 1 2  3 4  
Ever picked up other people’s rubbish in a public space  12 19 38 31 
Go outside local community to visit family  18 14 18 49 
Enough information to make a life decision  11 14 29 47 
Feel free to speak up if disagree with others 10 14 25 51 
Willing to seek mediation if have dispute with neighbours  16 15 24 46 
Take initiative at work, even if no one asks you  3 7 23 67 
Helped a workmate, even though not in job description  6 14 39 41 
  Sustainable Communities Project, 2004 
19 
6.3 PRIVACY, HOUSING CHOICES, DENSITY AND SOCIAL CAPITAL 
Regardless of the water catchment area they lived in or whether they lived in 
higher density accommodation or a house, 95% of Highland Park residents felt 
privacy was extremely or very important, with over half (62%) agreeing that 
privacy was a consideration when they moved to Highland Park. Residents 
reported relatively limited accommodation choices, with less than half believing 
that any type of high-density housing was an accommodation option for them 
when they were last looking to relocate.  
 
Despite the apparent narrowness of selection choice in housing options, over 90% 
of respondents were either fairly or very satisfied with their current 
accommodation. The majority (70%) of Highland Park residents reported living in 
detached houses, with the remainder living in a range of higher density housing 
(duplexes and townhouses). A series of t-tests revealed that only one of the eight 
elements of social capital differed according to dwelling choice, such that those 
who lived in detached houses scored significantly higher on the Social Capital sub-
scale Participation in Local Community (12 vs. 9.9, t(225)=3.07, p=<.002). 
Compared to residents living in higher density homes, those living in detached 
houses were more likely to volunteer for local groups, attend local community 
events, be active members in local organisations and participate in community 
projects.  
 
Those in higher density housing were more likely to be renters 
(36%vs.17%,x2(2)=12.72 p<.002), living alone (13%vs.4%,x2(2)=8.33 p<.02), with a 
partner (34%vs.27%,x2(2)=6.16 p<.05) or friends (11%vs.3%,x2(2)=11.87 p<.003). 
Residents living in detached housing were more likely to live there with a partner 
and children (52%vs.21%,x2(2)=22.34 p<.000) and be slightly older (47 years vs. 49 
years, t(238)=2.30 p<.02).Income did not differ significantly as a function of 
housing type. There were no differences in the eight elements of social capital as 
a function of length of residence or among the three water gauging areas (Birdlife 
Park, Alextown and Gumbeel).   
 
Social capital also differed depending on whether residents rented or owned their 
accommodation. Owners scored significantly higher on measures of Proactivity in 
a Social Context (24 vs 22, t(177)=2.57, p=<.011) and Trust/Safety (13 vs 12, 
t(250)=2.65, p=<.008), whereas renters scored higher on contact with Friends and 
Family (9.9 vs 9.3, t(260)=2.05, p=<.041). Compared to renters, home owners 
were more likely to pick up other’s rubbish, behave assertively, trust others and 
perceive the local area as being safe. Renters were more likely to have greater 
contact with friends and family.  
6.4 QUALITY OF LIFE, COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT AND SATISFACTION  
Housing density did not affect quality of life, as there were no significant 
differences on any measures, including degree of happiness and ability to pay 
bills. The number of outdoor, local and social activities residents participated in 
did not differ as a function of housing type. There was no difference as a function 
of either gender or housing tenure.  
 
Housing density influenced just one of the 12 questions regarding satisfaction with 
features of Highland Park, with those living in higher density housing reporting 
greater satisfaction with public transport compared to those in detached housing 
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(3.81 vs. 3.28, t(256)=3.28, p=<.001). Car ownership did not differ as a function of 
housing type. Overall satisfaction with Highland Park area also differed as a 
function of housing type, with those in detached houses reporting slightly greater 
satisfaction than those in higher-density housing (4.41 vs. 4.04, t(265)=2.94, 
p=<.004). These questions were anchored at 1, very dissatisfied and 5, very 
satisfied. 
6.5 ENVIRONMENTAL ATTITUDES AND BEHAVIOUR  
 
The majority of residents (91%) agreed that the local community had taken action 
to address water conservation, and as Figure 3 below illustrates, 80% believed that 
water conservation was an issue they felt some level of responsibility to address as 
a member of the local community.  
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Figure 3: Environmental issues local community reports addressing 
 
Figure 4 below illustrates, what environmental issues residents personally though 
faced Highland Park. Participants were most likely to state shortage of water 
(69%), loss of wildlife (66%), over-development (61%) and water pollution (65%).  
 
Personal view of environmental issues facing Highland Park
Other
W
ater pollution
Overgrown creek
Over-development
Loss of wildlife
Areas of cleared lnd
Dying bush
Dumped rubbish/waste
Shortage of water
P
er
ce
nt
 s
el
ec
tin
g 
Y
es
80
70
60
50
40
30
20
10
22
55
45
61
66
3434
44
69
 
Figure 4: Environmental issues residents personally felt faced Highland Park  
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To gauge actual water conservation behaviours, residents were asked about car-
washing and gardening behaviours.  
6.6 GARDENING ACTIVITIES 
The majority of participants (96%) reported having a garden, spending an average 
of four hours each week gardening. Most (77%) indicated that having an attractive 
garden was important to them and, as the figure below illustrates, report doing 
common gardening activities. On average, residents reported that they mulch and 
fertilise twice a year and use weed killers, pesticides, or herbicides on their 
gardens three times a year. Of the 62% who use a sprinkler system to hose or 
water the garden, they watered their garden for an average of 2.2 hours every 
week. There were no differences in gardening behaviours as a function of 
residence.  
 
Gardening activities
Using sprinkler
Employing gardener
Using weedkillers
Fertilising garden
Minimising lawn
Water effic plants
Mulching garden
P
er
ce
nt
 s
el
ec
tin
g 
Y
es
100
80
60
40
20
0
62
11
56
100
49
74
67
 
Figure 5: Percentage of residents who reported doing each gardening activity 
 
6.7 CAR WASHING ACTIVITIES 
 
As this was a multiple response question, with residents able to select more than 
one answer, percentages do not add up to 100%. Almost all (97%) said there was a 
vehicle at their residence, with most people washing their vehicle at a car wash 
facility (63%). Approximately half reported washing their vehicle at home in the 
drive (42%) or on the lawn (47%), and only one person reported washing their car 
at home on the street.  
 
The majority of participants washed their vehicles monthly (38%) or less often 
(37%), with only 6% washing their vehicles weekly. The only difference as a 
function of residence was that those who lived in houses were more likely to wash 
their car on the lawn than those living in high-density housing (43% vs.19%, 
x2(2)=15.82 p<.000).  
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6.8 SPECIFIC AREAS: GUMBEEL, ALEXTOWN AND BIRDLIFE PARK 
 
Twenty-four percent of survey respondents resided in one of the three key water 
catchment areas, specifically Birdlife Park (n=20, 7%), Alextown (n=25, 9%) or 
Gumbeel (n=22, 8%). Although social capital and gender did not differ among the 
three water catchment areas, housing type and income did. Birdlife Park residents 
were more likely to live in detached houses (90%, n=17) than high-density housing 
(10%, n=2), whereas all residents of Gumbeel (duplexes) and Alextown 
(townhouses) lived in high-density housing, x2(2) =38.32, p<.000). Birdlife Park 
residents also reported significantly higher incomes x2(4) =13.81, p<.008). Over 
half of Alextown (48%) and Gumbeel (71%) residents reported earning less than 
$30,000 a year; only 12% of Birdlife Park residents did.  
  
Attitudes towards water pollution and local issues did not differ as a function of 
residence, with all residents reporting a strong degree of responsibility towards 
the environment. All residents said they had a garden, although the important of 
having an attractive garden F(2, 59)=4.43, p<.02) and how many hours they spent 
gardening each week  F(2, 56)=3.81, p<.03) differed as a function of where they 
lived. Having an attractive garden was least important to Alextown residents, who 
were neutral about it. On the other hand, both Birdlife Park and Gumbeel 
residents said having an attractive garden was important to them. Similarly, 
Alextown residents spent the least amount of time in the garden, 1.64 hrs each 
week, compared to the 4 hours reported by both Birdlife Park and Gumbeel 
residents.  
 
Residents from Birdlife Park (75%)  -primarily living in detached housing - and 
Gumbeel (79%) residents - primarily in duplexes- were more likely to mulch than 
Alextown (40%) residents who lived primarily in townhouses, x2(2)=7.93, p<.02). 
Most residents reported planting water-efficient plants, fertilising their gardens 
and using weedkillers, however residents from Birdlife Park (80%) were marginally 
more likely than residents in Alextown (48%) and Gumbeel (65%) to report using a 
sprinkler to water their garden, x2(2)=4.673, p<.09). The frequency with which 
residents mulched, fertilised or watered their gardens did not differ.   
   
There were no statistical differences in car washing behaviours as a function of 
water catchment area, however it is interesting to note that half of all Birdlife 
Park residents reported washing their cars in their driveways (50%, n=8), compared 
to 43% (n=6) in Alextown (townhouses) and 25% (n=3) in Gumbeel (duplexes). 
Across all three water catchment areas, approximately 30% of residents reported 
washing their car at home on the lawn, with only one person (from Birdlife Park) 
reporting washing their car on the street. Residents were frequent car wash users, 
with at least half of all residents in Birdlife Park (50%, n=8), Gumbeel (75%, n=12) 
and Alextown (85%, n=17) using car-washes.  
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7.0   DISCUSSION 
 
This research illustrates the changing nature of communities, with Highland Park 
best described as a community of individuals, where residents live the isolated 
lifestyle that is considered normal in the modern urban environment. Residents 
enjoy living in Highland Park; they love the natural environment, are extremely 
satisfied with their accommodation and are happy and healthy. At the same time, 
they place an extremely high value on privacy, rarely interacting with neighbours 
and seldom participating in local community events. This lack of interaction 
means that Highland Park, typical of modern communities, has limited “stocks of 
social capital”. Establishing social capital, best conceptualised as the glue that 
holds the fabric of society together, encourages networks between community 
members and is crucial: “our schools and neighbourhoods don’t work so well when 
community bonds slacken, our economy, our democracy, and even our health and 
happiness depend upon adequate stocks of social capital” (Putnam, 2000, p27).  
 
At first glance, it appears the Highland Park community has normal stocks of social 
capital, comparable to those reported by other Australian communities (i.e., 
Bullen & Onyx, 1998). A closer examination, however, reveals that the overall 
social capital score is artificially boosted by scores on one subscale, Proactivity in 
a Social Context. Highland Park residents score considerably higher on this 
subscale that measures individual assertiveness, whilst their scores on two other 
subscales indicate that they are less involved with the local community and 
neighbours than inner city Sydney residents (see Bullen & Onyx, 1998). Social 
capital measures tell us that Highland Park is a community of individuals; 
residents are assertive and proactive at an individual level, but are not involved in 
their local community. The alienation of individuals from their community 
increases the likelihood of tension, placing what is best for the individual against 
what is best for the community. The implications of this may well have negative 
consequences for the environment.  
 
Highland Park residents feel a strong connection to the local surroundings, 
constantly emphasising the importance of the natural environment in their lives. 
This shared concern for the environment should initially mobilise residents to 
adopt environmentally sustainable behaviours, and also has the potential to bind 
them together as a community. At the moment, however, Highland Park is a 
“community of individuals”. This is clearly illustrated by the two research 
methodologies utilised in this report; few residents attended a focus group held in 
a central location, yet residents were more receptive when researchers went to 
them with a door-to-door survey. Any attempt to engage or communicate with 
residents about environmental sustainability must respect them as individuals. The 
fact that residents were unwilling to leave the privacy of their own homes 
suggests that traditional community engagement strategies (i.e., community 
meetings or forums) might not be the most appropriate or successful way to 
communicate with this community.  
 
What the council needs to communicate to Highland Park residents is that 
common household activities have a surprisingly negative impact on the 
environment, with almost half of all urban water-use for gardens and the toxins in 
chemicals used for gardening polluting the stormwater runoff (Australian Bureau 
of Statistics, 2000). Despite reporting a strong connection with the natural 
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environment, residents self-reported gardening and car-washing behaviours do not 
completely match these environmentally friendly attitudes. Gardening was an 
extremely popular activity among Highland Park residents, who spent an average 
of 4 hours each week in their gardens. Most gardeners reported planting water 
efficient plants, minimising their lawn area and watering their lawn for an average 
of 2 hours each week, with over half using chemicals, such as weed-killers, 
pesticides or herbicide, on average, three times a year.  
 
For local councils, who are encouraging residents to water their gardens as little 
as possible and use chemicals sparingly, these findings are promising. Almost half 
of Highland Park residents reported washing their car in their driveway, which 
means that polluted water washes directly down the stormwater system, straight 
into our waterways and oceans. On the other hand, other residents reported 
washing their cars on the grass, which is the most environmentally friendly way to 
wash cars at home as the water soaks into the ground and is not washed down the 
stormwater system.  
 
Given that the majority of Highland Park residents report caring about water 
conservation, it is highly likely they would adopt more environmentally friendly 
behaviours if they were aware of the detrimental effect their everyday household 
activities had on the surrounding ecosystem. Interestingly, housing choice, that is 
whether Highland Park residents lived in higher-density (e.g., townhouses and 
duplexes) or detached housing had surprisingly little impact on residents’ 
environmental attitudes or behaviours, satisfaction with the area, social capital or 
quality of life. Aside from some minor demographic differences in terms of age, 
household structure and tenure, with families more likely to live in and own 
detached houses, there were more similarities than differences between people 
living in low and high density housing.  
 
The only notable difference was that residents living in detached housing scored 
higher on the Social Capital subscale Participation in Local Community, driven by 
the fact that families were more likely to live in detached houses and, as a direct 
result of having children, participate more in local community events. Overall, 
however, despite residents in detached houses referring to the higher-density area 
as “Parasite Park” in the focus group, the survey revealed few meaningful 
differences.  
 
What water catchment area residents resided in did not seem to affect attitudes 
or behaviours either, although those in Birdlife Park were more likely to live in 
detached housing than residents of either Gumbeel or Alextown, who were equally 
likely to live in low-or-high density housing. Interestingly, despite 95% of Birdlife 
Park residents agreeing that water pollution was a local issue, and all reporting 
that they felt some level of responsibility to address water conservation, a recent 
study of these three water catchment areas found that Birdlife Park had the 
greatest negative impact on the water environment (Thomas, Goonetilleke, Ginn 
& Gilbert, 2003). A priority of future research is to fully integrate the social and 
ecological aspects of these studies and draw a complete picture of attitudes, 
water behaviours and water quality in Highland Park and its three water 
catchment areas.   
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A more holistic view of the Highland Park community can be gained by 
conceptualising the community as having two distinct dimensions, structural (i.e., 
buildings and facilities) and functional (i.e., interactions between people and 
their environment). Ideally, these two dimensions overlap to form a cohesive, 
healthy and sustainable community (Garcia et al., 1999). In Highland Park, the 
structural component of the community is in good condition, with residents 
extremely satisfied with the physical features, such as the environment, their 
accommodation, parks, schools and recreational facilities. The functional aspects 
need to be understood in greater depth, viewing residents as both individuals and 
community members. As individuals, residents are obviously happy and healthy. 
However, like so many modern communities, Highland Park is an area low in social 
capital with residents reporting limited participation with neighbours and the local 
community.  
 
Unfortunately, community wellbeing depends upon social capital, which provides 
the strongest base for community capacity building and engagement. Therefore, 
the greatest barrier facing Highland Park today is that it is a “community of 
individuals”. Fortunately, residents share a concern about the natural 
environment. The council can capitalise on this shared concern for the 
environment, specifically water conservation, and use it as a catalyst for building 
social capital in the long-term.  
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8.0 DEFINITIONS OF KEY TERMS 
Reciprocity means the exchange of a combination of short-term altruism and long 
term self interest where an individual will perform a kindness or service for other 
people.  The person has the general expectation that this service will be returned 
sometime in the future (Bullen & Onyx, 1998, p.3) 
 
Trust is based on a sense of confidence that people will behave in socially normal 
ways in their interactions others or at least won’t perpetrate harm on others.  The 
expression of this faith entails a willingness to take risks in a social context (Bullen 
& Onyx, 1998, p. 3). 
 
Social norms are un-written laws that provide guidance on what patterns of 
behaviour are valued and expected in society and these laws help maintain social 
control and eliminate the need for legislative restrictions and legal sanctions 
(Bullen & Onyx, 1998, p. 3). 
 
The Commons are the combined effects of trust, networks, norms and reciprocity 
that creates a strong community that shares ownership of resources, what is 
owned by one is owned by all (Bullen & Onyx, 1998, p. 3). 
 
Proactivity - is required to develop social capital.  This is achieved through people 
taking active and willing engagement in participation in community activities 
(Bullen & Onyx, 1998, p. 3). 
 
Social Capital described by Pierre Bourdieu and James Coleman as being “the 
social ties or membership of particular communities that made resources, 
advantages and opportunities available to individuals” (Pope, 2001, p. 1). 
 
Social Capital according to Bourdieu’s analysis focuses on “the benefits accruing 
to individual by virtue of participation in groups, and the deliberate construction 
of sociability for the purpose of creating this resource” (Pope, 2001, p. 2).  
Bourdieu (1985) according to Pope defines the concept as “the aggregate of the 
actual or potential resources which are linked to possession of a durable network 
or more or less institutionalised relationships of mutual acquaintance or 
recognition”.  The article points out two distinct elements in his interpretation.  
The first is the social relationship itself and the second is the quality and quantity 
of resources.  Social relationships allow individuals access to resources possessed 
by their associates (Pope, 2001, p.2). 
 
Social capital is described by Pretty (1999) as:  
 
“The cohesiveness of people in their societies, and comprises relations of trust, 
reciprocity and exchanges between individuals which facilitate co-operation; the 
bundles of common rules, norms and sanctions mutually agreed or handed-down 
within societies; the connectedness, networks and groups which may be formal or 
informal, horizontal or vertical, and between individuals or organisations; and 
access to wider institutions of society beyond the immediate household or 
community” (Pretty, 1999, p. 3). 
 
Social Capital – described historically by Putnam (1998) and Winter (2000) is 
currently being investigated by many and has been used as far back as 1916.  It 
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has been defined as “connections or social obligations that can be converted in 
certain conditions into economic capital which can be converted into money or 
property rights” (Bourdieu 1986, p. 243).  Bourdieu goes on further to describe 
social capital as the opportunity of individuals to convert their membership of a 
group, which operates in a collective manner to opportunities for economic 
capital, which may not have been possible without such membership. 
 
Putnam (1993, 1993a, 1995, 1996, 1998) builds on the above author’s concept of 
social capital in the following way.  He speaks of “trust, norms and networks” and 
their capacities to result in mutual benefit to all whom are involved.  Putnam’s 
work focuses more on the local or regional area rather than the national or 
international undertaken.  He argues that this difference allows for the norms of 
“generalised reciprocity which fuels social trust".   In other words, individuals 
participate in altruistic activities trusting that their efforts will be rewarded later.  
E.g., Participation in neighbourhood watch provides security for the members both 
short and long term. 
 
Social Capital – Eva Cox’s (2000) Explanation of bridging, bonding and linking 
social capital 
 
• Bonding social capital is found in the strong links between familiars, who 
are often a geographically based community which is relatively 
homogenous. The links may be fairly thick, multi-strand relationships 
between members of the group. These communities are often very 
supportive and nurturing for families and are shown in Robert Putnam’s 
latest work to produce results as diverse as higher levels of health, lower 
crime rates and greater economic benefits.  
• Bridging social capital is found in the less intense relationships we have 
with others who are not part of our more intimate circles. This involves 
relationships with groups who are not like us or maybe just not known to 
us. Such relationships might be with different groups within a geographic 
area, or with groups in different areas but whose interests and activities 
overlap.  
• Linking social capital involves groups interacting with institutions such as 
government and other providers of resources. Linking creates the 
potential for them all to work together effectively. (p. 13). 
 
 
Public Good - are “goods and services which when consumed by a group member 
cannot be withheld from other members of the group” (Pretty, 1999, p. 6).   The 
decline of public goods are a result of both individuals and institutions activities.  
When they decline, it is had to know who is at fault. Individuals tend to overuse 
and give low priority and invest limited time in public goods, but in some 
circumstances when regenerative technologies are used they can regenerate 
(Pretty, 1999, p. 6). 
 
Human Capital - has been defined by Pretty (1999) as “the status of individuals; 
and comprises the stock of health; nutrition, education; skills and knowledge of 
individuals; access to services that provide these; such as schools, medical 
services, adult training; the ways individuals and their knowledge interacts with 
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productive technologies; and the leadership quality of individuals” (Pretty, 1999, 
p.3). 
 
Physical Capital – consists of “local infrastructure, and comprises housing and 
other buildings; roads and bridges; energy supplies; communications; markets; 
and air, road, water and rail transportation” (Pretty, 1999, p. 3). 
 
Neighbourhood - commentators integrate social and ecological perspectives, as in 
Hallman’s (1984, p. 13) definition “a limited territory within a larger urban area, 
where people inhabit dwellings and interact socially” (Galster, 2001, p. 2111).  
Another social and ecological perspective is put forward by Warren (1981, p.62) 
who defines “neighbourhood as a social organisation of a population residing in a 
geographically proximate locale” (Galster, 2001, p. 2111). 
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9.0 APPENDIX A: SURVEY, INCLUDING PERCENTAGE AGREEMENT  
Form 
Number 
Block 
ID 
APC 
   
 
Highland Park Community Survey 
                  No         Yes 
Did the QUT representative explain the purpose of this 
survey to you (Please circle corresponding number in either 
no or yes box) 
 
1 
 
2 
 
SECTION ONE 
 
Q1. What type of local activities are you involved in at 
Highland Park? (For each item, please circle corresponding 
number in either no or yes box) 
 
 
 
No 
 
 
 
Yes 
   
11 aa    
 
Patronise local café and restaurants   
 
25% 
 
75% 
 
   
11 bb    
 
Children attend local schools 
 
65% 
 
35% 
 
   
11 cc    
 
Keep informed about local issues   
 
27% 
 
73% 
 
   
11 dd    
 
Participate in local sports   
 
73% 
 
27% 
 
   
11 ee    
   
Shop at the local shopping center   
 
2% 
 
98% 
 
   
11 ff    
   
Use local medical services   
 
22% 
 
78% 
 
   
11 gg    
   
Utilise local parks   
 
35% 
 
65% 
 
   
11 hh    
   
Visit local friends and family   
 
26% 
 
74% 
 
   
11 iii    
   
Vote on local issues   
 
40% 
 
60% 
 
   
11 jj    
 
Other 
 
84% 
 
16% 
 
 
 If other, please specify: …………………………………………………………………………… 
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Q2. Which of the following issues has your local community 
taken action to address in the last two years? (For each 
item, please circle corresponding number in either no or yes 
box) 
 
 
 
 
 
No 
 
 
 
Yes 
   
   
22 aa    
 
Environmental Conservation   
 
28% 
 
72% 
 
   
   
22 bb    
   
Shopping facilities   
 
51% 
 
49% 
 
   
   
22 cc    
   
Public Transport   
 
64% 
 
36% 
 
   
   
22 dd    
 
Home and community security   
 
61% 
 
39% 
 
   
   
22 ee    
   
Services (child care, employment)    
 
66% 
 
34% 
 
   
   
22 ff    
 
Water Conservation   
 
10% 
 
90% 
   
   
22 gg    
 
Other 
 
91% 
 
9% 
 
 
 
If other, please specify……………………………………………………………………… 
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Q3. Which of the following issue have you felt some level of 
responsibility to address as a member of the local 
community (For each item, please circle corresponding 
number in either no or yes box) 
 
 
 
 
 
No 
 
 
 
Yes 
   
33 aa    
   
Water conservation   
 
11% 
 
89% 
 
 
   
33 bb    
 
Environmental conservation   
 
22% 
 
78% 
 
 
   
33 cc    
 
Keeping neighbourhood clean 
 
15% 
 
85% 
 
 
   
33 dd    
 
Picking up animal waste (pets) 
 
50% 
 
50% 
 
 
   
33 ee    
   
Reporting faults (fallen power lines, broken seats in parks)   
 
42% 
 
58% 
 
   
   
33 ff    
 
Other  
 
77% 
 
23% 
 
 
 
If other, please specify: 
 
…………………………………………………………………………………………………………… 
 
 
……………………………………………………………………………………………………………. 
 
 
SECTION TWO 
 
 
Q4. Please estimate the length of time you have been in your present 
accommodation. 
 
a. If, less than one year, please specify number of months…………. months  
 
 Or 
 
 b. If, one year and above, please specify number of years……………months……………. 
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Q5. How long do you think you will continue to live in your current 
accommodation? Please answer to nearest month for question A and include 
years and months for question B. 
 a. If, less than one year, please specify number of months………………………………... 
 
 Or 
 
 b. If, one year and above, please specify number of years …………….months………….. 
 
 
 
Q6.  How many times have you changed your address? 
 Number of times in the last year……………………………………………. 
 And 
 Number of time in the last five years………………………………………. 
 
 
 
Q7. When you were last looking to relocate, what choice’(s) did 
you have in terms of accommodation? (For each item, please 
circle corresponding number in either no or yes box) 
 
 
 
 
 
No 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Yes 
   
77 aa    
 
Flat   
 
83% 
 
17% 
 
   
77 bb    
 
Apartment   
 
83% 
 
17% 
 
   
77 cc    
 
Detached house on individual block   
 
16% 
 
84% 
 
   
77 dd    
 
Duplex    
 
63% 
 
37% 
 
   
77 ee    
 
Townhouse   
 
62% 
 
38% 
 
   
77 ff    
   
 
Unit..    
 
71% 
 
29% 
 
   
77 gg    
 
Other 
 
 
79% 
 
21% 
 
 
 
If other, please specify: ……………………………………………………………………………… 
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Q8. What type of accommodation did you actually choose? (For 
each item, please circle corresponding number in either no or 
yes box) 
 
 
 
 
 
          
No 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Yes 
   
88 aa    
 
Flat   
 
99% 
 
1% 
 
   
88 bb    
 
Apartment  
 
99% 
 
1% 
 
   
88 cc    
 
Detached house on individual block   
 
20% 
 
80% 
 
   
88 dd    
 
Duplex   
 
89% 
 
11% 
 
   
88 ee    
 
Townhouse   
 
87% 
 
13% 
 
   
88 ff    
 
Unit 
 
94% 
 
6% 
 
   
88 gg    
 
Other 
 
 
89% 
 
11% 
 
 
 
If other, please specify: ……………………………………………………………………………… 
 
 
Q9. Generally, how satisfied are you with your current accommodation?  (Please circle 
number corresponding to most appropriate descriptor)  
 
Very    Fairly        Fairly  Very             
Dissatisfied                           Dissatisfied    Undecided  Satisfied  Satisfied  
 
1 
2.2% 
 
2 
3% 
 
3 
5% 
 
4 
34% 
 
5 
44% 
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Q10. How satisfied are you with each of the following features of your 
ACCOMMODATION? (For each item, please circle number corresponding to most 
appropriate descriptor) 
   Very Dissatisfied 
Mostly 
Dissatisfied 
 
Undecided 
Mostly 
Satisfied 
Very 
Satisfied 
11 00 aa    The design   
0% 
 
7% 
 
5% 
 
55% 
 
34% 
11 00 bb    The construction  
1% 
 
8% 
 
11% 
 
50% 
 
31% 
11 00 cc    The position  
1% 
 
3% 
 
5% 
 
34% 
 
56% 
11 00 dd    The price  
1% 
 
4% 
 
10% 
 
36% 
 
49% 
11 00 ee    
   
The natural surroundings  
2% 
 
4% 
 
8% 
 
40% 
 
47% 
11 00 ff    The proximity to services  
0% 
 
2% 
 
6% 
 
34% 
 
58% 
11 00 gg    The proximity to work  
2% 
 
6% 
 
13% 
 
39% 
 
41% 
11 00 hh    The proximity to public 
transport 
 
5% 
 
9% 
 
24% 
 
30% 
 
32% 
11 00 iii    The privacy  
3% 
 
7% 
 
10% 
 
44% 
 
37% 
11 00 jj    The seclusion  
5% 
 
7% 
 
19% 
 
42% 
 
28% 
11 00 kk    The spacious living  
3% 
 
12% 
 
14% 
 
33% 
 
37% 
11 00 lll    The large yard  
7% 
 
12% 
 
13% 
 
35% 
 
34% 
11 00 m   The landscaping  
4% 
 
12% 
 
17% 
 
41% 
 
27% 
11 00 nn    The neighbours  
3% 
 
3% 
 
22% 
 
38% 
 
34% 
 
 
   
11 00 oo    
   
Other, please specify: 
 
 
………………………... 
 
………………………… 
 
………………………… 
 
 
.…………………..…… 
 
(For each item you have listed, please circle number 
corresponding to most appropriate descriptor) 
 
   
11 00 pp    
 
1 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
5 
   
   
11 00 qq    
 
1 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
5 
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Q11. How satisfied are you with each of the following features of HIGHLAND PARK? 
(For each item, please circle number corresponding to most appropriate 
descriptor) 
 
   
11 11 aa    
  Very 
Dissatisfied 
 
Mostly 
Dissatisfied 
 
Neutral 
 
Mostly 
Satisfied 
 
Very 
Satisfied 
   
11 11 bb    
Distance from 
employment 
 
2% 
 
 
6% 
 
27% 
 
33% 
 
32% 
   
11 11 cc    
Distance from parks and 
gardens 
 
2% 
 
 
6% 
 
20% 
 
42% 
 
30% 
   
11 11 dd    
Distance from 
recreational facilities 
 
3% 
 
 
8% 
 
25% 
 
43% 
 
22% 
   
11 11 ee    
 
Distance from work 
 
2% 
 
 
7% 
 
24% 
 
33% 
 
34% 
   
11 11 ff    
General condition of the 
area 
 
1% 
 
 
6% 
 
17% 
 
59% 
 
17% 
   
11 11 gg    
 
Local schools 
 
2% 
 
 
4% 
 
36% 
 
32% 
 
27% 
   
11 11 hh    
 
Neighbours 
 
3% 
 
 
3% 
 
24% 
 
40% 
 
29% 
   
11 11 iii    
 
Noise level 
 
4% 
 
 
12% 
 
21% 
 
42% 
 
21% 
   
11 11 jj    
 
Public transportation 
 
0% 
 
 
6% 
 
10% 
 
40% 
 
27% 
   
11 11 kk    
The neighbourhood you 
live in 
 
 
0% 
 
2% 
 
15% 
 
49% 
 
30% 
   
11 11 lll    
 
The local services 
 
1% 
 
 
3% 
 
17% 
 
52% 
 
23% 
   
11 11 m   
 
The local shopping 
facilities 
 
0% 
 
 
3% 
 
8% 
 
49% 
 
37% 
 
 
   
11 11 oo    
   
Other, please specify: 
 
 
 
………………………. 
 
…….………………… 
 
………………………. 
 
.……………………… 
 
(For each item you have listed, please circle number 
corresponding to most appropriate descriptor) 
descriptor) 
 
   
11 11 pp    
 
1 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
5 
   
   
11 11 qq    
 
1 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
5 
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Q12.  Generally, how satisfied are you with the Highland Park area? (Please circle 
number corresponding to most appropriate descriptor)  
 
Very   Fairly   Neutral  Fairly  Very 
Dissatisfied Dissatisfied    Satisfied  Satisfied  
 
0% 
 
 
1% 
 
 
8% 
 
49% 
 
39% 
 
 
 
SECTION THREE 
 
            No        Yes 
Q13.   Do you or anyone else in your household own a vehicle?  
 (Please circle corresponding number in either no or yes box) 
 
3% 
 
97% 
 
 
 
If yes, please answer Question 14 and 15, otherwise go to question 
16. 
 
Q14. Where do you or other members of the household wash your vehicle’(s)? (For 
each item, please circle corresponding number in either no or yes box) 
 
   No             Yes 
   
11 44 aa    
 
At home in the drive-way? 
 
58% 
 
42% 
 
   
11 44 bb    
 
At home on the lawn? 
 
53% 
 
47% 
 
   
11 44 cc    
 
At home on the street? 
 
99% 
 
1% 
 
   
11 44 dd    
 
At a car wash facility? 
 
37% 
 
63% 
 
   
11 44 ee    
 
Other  
 
 
84% 
 
16% 
 
 
 
If other, please specify: ………………………………………………………………………….. 
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Q15. About how frequently do you wash your vehicle? (Please circle number 
corresponding to most appropriate descriptor)  
 
 Daily  Weekly  Fortnightly     Monthly  Less Often 
 
0% 
 
 
6% 
 
19% 
 
38% 
 
37% 
 
          No      Yes 
 Do you have a garden?  4% 96% 
 If yes, please answer questions 16b and 17 otherwise go to question 19.  
Q16b.  How important is having an attractive garden to you?  
(Please circle number corresponding to most appropriate descriptor) 
 
Very unimportant  Unimportant       Neutral                             Important                     Very important 
 
1% 
 
 
2% 
 
 
20% 
 
41% 
 
36% 
 
 
 
Q17.  How many hours do you or other household members devote to 
 gardening? 
 
  Please specify total number of hours per week…..0-35 hours, average of 4 hours 
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Q18. When thinking about gardening activities, which of the 
following activities do you engage in? (For each item, 
please circle corresponding number in either no or yes box 
and insert corresponding number if answer is yes) 
 
 
 
 
No 
 
 
 
 
Yes 
   
11 88 aa    
 
Mulching your garden 
 
 
33% 
 
67% 
   
11 88 bb    
 
If yes, how many times per year do you mulch? 
2 times 
 (0-12) 
   
11 88 cc    
 
Planting water efficient plants (drought resistant or hardy plants) 
 
26% 
 
74% 
 
   
11 88 dd    
 
Minimising your lawn area 
 
 
51% 
 
49% 
   
11 88 ee    
 
Fertilising your gardens and lawns 
 
 
34% 
 
66% 
   
11 88 ff    
 
If yes, how many times per year do you fertilise your garden? 
2 times 
 (0-12) 
   
11 88 gg    
 
Using weedkillers, pesticides or herbicides in your garden 
 
 
43% 
 
57% 
   
11 88 hh    
 
If yes, how many times per year do you use these chemicals? 
3 times 
(0-52) 
   
11 88 iii    
 
Employing a gardener? 
 
 
89% 
 
11% 
   
11 88 jj    
 
If yes, how many hours per week does the gardener work? 
1.5 hours 
(0-9) 
   
11 88 kk    
 
Using a sprinkler system or hose to water the garden? 
 
 
38% 
 
62% 
   
11 88 lll    
 
If yes, in an average year how many hours per week would you 
water? 
2 hours 
(0-50) 
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Q19 Do you participate in any of the following outdoor activities in 
Highland Park? (For each item, please circle corresponding 
number in either no or yes box) 
 
 
No 
 
 
Yes 
   
11 99 aa    
 
Cycle 
 
79% 
 
21% 
 
   
11 99 bb    
 
Enjoy the ponds/creeks   
 
37% 
 
63% 
 
   
11 99 cc    
 
Enjoy the scenic views 
 
19% 
 
81% 
   
11 99 dd    
 
Feed wildlife   
 
52% 
 
48% 
   
11 99 ee    
 
Go on picnics   
 
64% 
 
36% 
   
11 99 ff    
 
Go swimming   
 
63% 
 
37% 
   
11 99 gg    
 
Use local parks   
 
32% 
 
68% 
   
11 99 hh    
 
Walk   
 
13% 
 
87% 
   
11 99 iii    
 
Watch the sunrise/sunset   
 
38% 
 
62% 
   
11 99 jj    
 
Other 
  
 
 
If other, please specify:………………………………………………………………………………  
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Q20. In your personal view, what environmental issues face 
Highland Park? (For each item, please circle corresponding 
number in no or yes box) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
    No 
 
 
 
 
 
 
   Yes 
   
   
22 00 aa    
 
 
Shortage of water   
 
24% 
 
76% 
 
   
   
22 00 bb    
 
 
Dumped rubbish/waste products   
 
58% 
 
42% 
 
   
   
22 00 cc    
 
 
Dying bush   
 
57% 
 
47% 
 
   
   
22 00 dd    
 
 
Large areas of cleared land   
 
52% 
 
48% 
 
   
   
22 00 ee    
 
 
Loss of wildlife   
 
29% 
 
71% 
 
   
   
22 00 ff    
 
 
Over-development   
 
35% 
 
65% 
 
   
   
22 00 gg    
 
 
Overgrown creek’(s)   
 
56% 
 
44% 
 
   
   
22 00 hh    
 
 
Water pollution 
 
37% 
 
63% 
 
   
22 00 iii    
   
 
Other 
 
 
 
 
 
 
If other, please specify ……………………………………………………………………………. 
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Q21. In Highland Park, what type of social activities do you 
participate in? (For each item, please circle corresponding 
number in either no or yes box) 
 
 
 
 
No 
 
 
 
 
Yes 
   
22 11 aa    
 
Christmas functions   
 
63% 
 
37% 
 
   
22 11 bb    
 
Picnics   
 
67% 
 
33% 
 
   
22 11 cc    
 
Family get-togethers/reunions   
 
31% 
 
69% 
 
   
22 11 dd    
 
Fetes   
 
49% 
 
51% 
 
   
22 11 ee    
 
Friends/family BBQ   
 
15% 
 
85% 
 
  
22 11 ff   
  
Other 
 
 
88% 
 
12% 
 
 
 
If other, please specify: …………………………………………………………………….. 
 
 
SECTION FOUR 
 
Q22.   How important is privacy to you? (Please circle number corresponding to most 
appropriate descriptor)  
 
      
     Not   Somewhat             Fairly  Very 
Important  important    Neutral                          important  important 
 
0% 
 
3% 
 
 
2% 
 
30% 
 
65% 
        
          
                 No        Yes 
 
Q23. Was privacy a consideration when moving to Highland 
Park? (Please circle corresponding number in either no or 
yes box) 
 
 
38% 
 
62% 
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SECTION FIVE 
 
 
Q24.   
When thinking about your quality of life would you say: (For each item, 
please circle number corresponding to most appropriate descriptor)  
 
   
       
Never 
 
Seldom 
About 
half the 
time        
 
Usually 
 
 
Always 
   
22 44 aa    
 
You are able to pay your regular 
bills 
 
0% 
 
0% 
 
3% 
 
23% 
 
74% 
   
22 44 bb    
 
You are able to pay for food, 
clothing, and petrol each pay 
period 
 
0% 
 
0% 
 
4% 
 
19% 
 
77% 
   
22 44 cc    
 
You are able to pay regular 
rental or mortgage payment 
 
2% 
 
0% 
 
0% 
 
13% 
 
85% 
   
22 55 dd    
 
You are happy 
 
0% 
 
 
1% 
 
6% 
 
52% 
 
41% 
   
22 55 ee    
 
You are satisfied with your life 
 
0% 
 
 
2% 
 
10% 
 
48% 
 
40% 
   
22 55 ff    
You enjoy good health 
 
0% 
 
 
3% 
 
8% 
 
46% 
 
43% 
 
 
   
22 55 gg    
   
Other, please specify: 
 
 
 
 
 
……………………… 
 
 
.……………………… 
 
(For each item you have listed, please circle 
number corresponding to most appropriate 
descriptor) descriptor) 
 
   
22 55 hh    
 
1 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
5 
   
   
22 55 iii    
 
1 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
SECTION SIX 
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For questions 25 – 60, please circle most appropriate number on scale 
Q25. Do you feel valued by society?   
No, not much        Yes, very much 
 
1 
 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
 
Q26.  If you were to die tomorrow, would you be satisfied with what your life has 
meant? 
No, not much        Yes, very much 
 
1 
 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
 
Q27.  Have you ever picked up other people’s rubbish in a public place? 
No, never        Yes, frequently 
 
1 
 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
 
Q28. Some say that by helping others you help yourself in the long run.  Do you 
agree? 
No, not much        Yes, very much 
 
1 
 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
 
Q29.  Do you help out a local group as a volunteer? 
No, not at all        Yes, often 
 
1 
 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
 
Q30.  Do you feel safe walking down the street after dark? 
No, not much        Yes, very much 
 
1 
 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
 
 
Q31.  Do you feel that most people can be trusted? 
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No, not much        Yes, very much 
 
1 
 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
 
Q32. If someone’s car breaks down outside your house, do you invite them into your 
home to use the phone? 
No, not at all        Yes, definitely 
 
1 
 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
 
Q33.  Can you get help from friends when you need it? 
No, not at all        Yes, definitely 
 
1 
 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
 
Q34.  Does your area have a reputation for being a safe place? 
No, not at all        Yes, definitely 
 
1 
 
 
2 
 
 
3 
 
4 
 
 
Q35.  If you were caring for a child and needed to go out for a while, would you ask a 
neighbour to help? 
No, not at all        Yes, definitely 
 
1 
 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
 
Q36.  Have you visited a neighbour in the past week? 
No, not at all        Yes, frequently 
 
1 
 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
 
 
Q37.  Have you attended a local community event in the past 6 months (eg, church 
fete, school concert, or craft exhibition)? 
No, not at all        Yes, several 
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1 
 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
 
Q38. Are you an active member of a local organization or club (eg, sport, craft, or 
social club)? 
No, not at all        Yes, very active 
 
1 
 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
 
Q39.  Does your local community feel like home? 
No, not at all        Yes, definitely 
 
1 
 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
 
Q40. In the past week, how many phone conversations have you had with friends? 
None               Many (at least 6) 
 
1 
 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
 
Q41.  How many people did you talk to yesterday? 
None at all              Many (at least 10) 
 
1 
 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
 
Q42. Over the weekend do you have lunch/dinner with other people outside your 
household? 
No, not much              Yes, nearly always 
 
1 
 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
 
Q43.  Do you go outside your local community to visit your family? 
No, not much              Yes, nearly always 
 
1 
 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
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Q44. When you go shopping in your local area are you likely to run into friends 
 and acquaintances? 
No, not much        Yes, nearly always 
 
1 
 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
 
Q45. If you need information to make a life decision, do you know where to  
find that information? 
No, not at all        Yes, definitely 
 
1 
 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
 
Q46.  In the past 6 months, have you done a favour for a sick neighbour? 
No, not at all        Yes, frequently 
                        (at least 5 times) 
 
1 
 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
 
Q47. Are you on a management committee or organising committee for any local 
group or organization? 
No, not at all        Yes, several 
                         (at last 3) 
 
1 
 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
 
Q48.  In the past 3 years, have you ever joined a local community action to deal with 
an emergency? 
No, not at all              Yes, frequently 
                              (at least 5 times) 
 
1 
 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
Q49. In the past 3 years have you even taken part in a local community project or 
working bee? 
No, not at all                   Yes, very much 
 
1 
 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
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Q50. Have you even been part of a project to organize a new service in your area 
 (eg, youth club, scout hall, child care, recreation for disabled)? 
No, not at all                        Yes, several times  
              (at least 3) 
 
1 
 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
 
Q51. If you disagree with what everyone else agreed on, would you feel free to 
speak out? 
No, not at all        Yes, definitely 
 
1 
 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
 
 
Q52. If you have a dispute with your neighbour (eg, over fences or dogs) are you 
willing to seek mediation? 
No, not at all        Yes, definitely 
 
1 
 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
 
Q53.  Do you think that multiculturalism makes life in your area better? 
No, not at all        Yes, definitely 
 
1 
 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
 
Q54.  Do you enjoy living among people of different life styles? 
No, not at all        Yes, definitely 
 
1 
 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
Q55.  If a stranger, someone different, moves into your street, would they be 
accepted by the neighbours? 
No, not easily        Yes, definitely 
 
1 
 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
The following five questions are for those in paid employment.  If you are not 
in paid employment go to the next section. 
Q56. Do you feel part of the local geographic community where you work? 
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No, not at all        Yes, definitely 
 
1 
 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
 
Q57.  Are your workmates also your friends? 
No, not at all        Yes, definitely 
 
1 
 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
 
Q58.  Do you feel part of a team at work? 
No, not at all        Yes, definitely 
 
1 
 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
 
Q59. At work do you take the initiative to do what needs to be done even if no one 
asks you to? 
No, not at all        Yes, definitely 
 
1 
 
2 
 
 
3 
 
4 
 
 
Q60.  In the past week at work, have you helped a workmate even though it was not 
in your job description?  
 
No, not at all        Yes (at least 
          5 times) 
 
1 
 
 
2 
 
3 
 
4 
 
SECTION SEVEN 
In the following questions, please circle the most appropriate response (or 
write in the correct answer in the questions in appropriate box or where you 
find dots……….). 
         Female         Male 
Q61. What is your gender? (Please circle number corresponding to 
most appropriate descriptor) 
 
54% 
 
46% 
                No           Yes 
Q62a Are you employed? (Please circle corresponding number in 
either no or yes box) 
 
32% 
 
68%  
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Q62b  If yes, how many hours per week, please specify   
 
Q63.  What is your age in years?   ………………….years, please specify 
                                  No  Yes 
Q64. Are you renting your accommodation? (Please circle 
corresponding number in either no or yes box) 
79% 21% 
 
Q65. In my household, I live:  (For each item, please circle corresponding number in 
either no or yes box 
     No           Yes 
  
11   
 
Alone 
   
 
90% 
 
10% 
  
22   
 
With Extended or blended family 
 
 
78% 
 
22% 
  
33   
 
With Friends 
 
 
94% 
 
6% 
  
44   
 
Just with children 
 
 
90% 
 
10% 
  
55   
 
Just with partner 
   
 
61% 
 
39% 
  
66   
 
With Partner and children 
   
 
47% 
 
53% 
  
77   
 
Other 
 
 
82% 
 
18% 
 
 
If other, please specify: ………………………………………………………………………………  
                             No    Yes 
 
Q66.  
 
Is your preferred language at home English? (Please circle 
corresponding number in either no or yes box) 
 
2% 
 
98% 
 
Q67. What is the main source of income for your household? (Please circle number 
corresponding to most appropriate descriptor or specify other source of income) 
 
Wages or salary Pension or Benefit                                                 Other  
 
70% 
 
 
22% 
 
8% 
 
 
 
If other, please specify: 
 
…………………………………………………………………………………………….. 
    
Q68.  What is the total household income per year?(Please circle 
corresponding number in either no or yes) 
No Yes 
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11    
 
Less than $20,000 per annum   
 
 
 
 
   
22    
 
$20,000 to $30,000 per annum   
 
 
 
 
   
33    
 
$30,000 to $40,000 per annum   
 
 
 
 
   
44    
 
$40,000 to $50,000 per annum   
 
 
 
 
   
55    
 
$50,000 to $60,000 per annum   
 
 
 
 
   
66    
 
$60,000 to $70,000 per annum   
 
 
 
 
   
77    
 
$70,000 plus per annum   
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Q69. What are your current educational qualifications?(For each 
item, please circle corresponding number in either no or yes 
box) 
 
   
   
   
No   
 
 
 
Yes 
   
11    
 
Less than year 12 completed 
 
1 
 
 
2 
   
22    
 
Year 12 completed   
 
1 
 
 
2 
   
33    
 
TAFE Certificate or Diploma (or equivalent) 
 
1 
 
 
2 
   
44    
 
Degree at University 
 
1 
 
 
2 
   
55    
 
Postgraduate or Professional Degree 
 
1 
 
 
2 
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10.0 APPENDIX B: BACKGROUND BEHIND SURVEY QUESTIONS 
 
In setting out the questionnaire the questions were organised in a logical sequence 
and displayed in an easy to follow format with brief clear bolded instructions (Borg & 
Gall, 1989: 4311). The questionnaire contained a total number of 68 questions, 6 of 
which were demographic questions, one question each on privacy and subjective 
well-being.  Included in the questionnaire were 36 social capital questions, while 
the remaining questions were split between environmental issues, local activities 
and water usage and pollution.   
 
Included in the questionnaire was one of the most popular and commonly used 
Social Capital Scale developed by Paul Bullen and Jenny Onyx (1998) in 
conjunction with Neighbourhood and Community Centres in 1998.  Their scale is 
quantifiable as it provides reliable and valid indicators of the underlying factors 
associated with a healthy community (Bullen & Onyx, 1998: 8).  Although, it is 
recognized that the Social Capital Scale does have it’s weakness in that it is does 
not deal with all the complexities and subtle differences associated with the 
human species (Bullen & Onyx, 1998: 8), it is simple to use and is a reliable 
instrument. Consequently, these differences will be further explored using more 
extensive qualitative methods in the Third Phase of the project, such as in-depth 
interviews. 
 
The resident will be asked question under the following seven core categories, 
including: 
• Participation; 
• Housing 
• Natural environment 
• Privacy; 
• Subjective Well being; 
• Social Capital; 
• Demographic Information. 
 
Each resident will be asked to comment on the following questions: 
 
Section One (Questions 1-3) 
 
In general, questions one tried to identify what type of social activities the 
residents regularly participate in the Highland Park area.  Question 2 was 
concerned with establishing if the resident were interested in or participated in 
local action groups to address local issues that face their community.  Question 3 
tried to identify how they feel about community issues.  Of particular interest in 
this section was our ability to establish ‘who’ the resident felt should take 
responsibility for local environmental issues.  Here we are dealing with what 
factors appear to influence self-reported sustainable behaviour. 
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Section Two (Questions 4-12) 
In this section, the researchers are interested in gaining an understanding about 
the householder’s reasons for moving into the area.  What were the reasons why 
the resident chose to purchase their current home or to rent their current 
accommodation?  What implications does lack of housing choice have on aspects of 
employment and access to other services for the resident?  Does housing type, 
through building and landscape design impact on water quality?  
 
 In this section we are looking to identify the resident’s quality of life.  Did they 
move into the area looking to improve their quality of life by purchasing spacious 
homes and yards in secluded locations?  What features of their current home and 
local area are they satisfied with?  This section aims to identify which aspects of 
the area influenced the resident to purchase or rent their current home in 
Highland Park as opposed to another area. 
 
How does housing choice or lack of choice impact on the resident’s perceived 
well-being and sense of belonging to the community?  Here the questions are 
designed to draw out and determine the resident’s level of satisfaction with local 
services, transportation, schools, shopping facilities and distance from 
employment.  This section strives to identify the importance of privacy.  How does 
the local landscape enhance the achievement of the resident’s desired level of 
privacy?  Did the seclusion aspect of natural bushland areas surrounding their 
home influence their decision to move into the area and purchase or rent their 
current accommodation?  Was their decision to move into the area influenced by 
town planning and architectural design?  Was privacy one of the factors that 
influenced their housing choice?  This section connects to section four on Privacy. 
 
Section Three (Questions 13- 20) 
Section three deals with the quality of water run off in the built environment.  
These questions endeavour to draw out and identify what activities affect the 
quality of water run off in the Highland Park area.  The questions ask the resident 
about their car washing habits and their gardening activities. This section tries to 
ascertain what type of activities they regularly engage in that may affect the 
quality of water run off in the area.  In this section of the survey we are trying to 
identify barriers to sustainable behaviour patterns.  What factors appear to 
influence self-reported sustainable behaviour?  The team wants to identify how 
people behave in their local community, and how often do they participate in 
these behaviours.  How these behaviours and habits impact on water quality.  
Again in this section we are trying to identify whether residents take an interest in 
environmental issues that face their community. 
 
Section Four (Questions 21 –22) 
In this section our main purpose is to identify how important privacy is in the lives 
of the residents. 
 
Section Five (Question 23) 
This section is looking at the resident’s well being; we are interested in their 
health and economic well being. 
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Section Six (Questions 24- 58) 
The Social Capital Section is broken down into two categories containing four 
separate concepts and deal with different elements of participation and 
community and social connections across a variety of arenas: 
 Participation in local community; 
 Neighbourhood Connection; 
 Family and Friends connections; and  
 Work connections (Bullen & Onyx, 1998: 13). 
  
Four elements in this section deal with the four cornerstones of social capital. 
 Proactivity in a social context; 
 Feelings of trust and safety; 
 Tolerance of Diversity; and 
 Value of life (Bullen & Onyx, 1998: 13) 
 
In Section Six the data determined the presence, level and quality of social capital 
in the Highland Park community.  What factors influence their socialisation 
patterns, here; we are really looking at socialisation behaviours, establishing what 
social activities they participate in and what type of networks they build.  This 
section deals with the quality and strength of social and business relationships. 
 
The social capital section will identify the strength of the bonds between 
community members.  We are trying to establish if people possess the ability to 
care about others who live in their neighbourhood.  Or alternatively we are 
interested in determining if people possess the ability to believe that other people 
care about them in return.  This whole section looks at a combination of issues 
such as: 
• Voluntary associations; 
• Civic organizations; Hours of volunteering; 
• Trust; Personal safety; 
• Expectations of reciprocity; 
• Attitudes towards government; 
• Personal empowerment; Diversity; and Openness. 
 
  What group membership do they hold? This included both formal and informal 
membership.  Are they community minded?  Are they interested in what happens 
in their community?  Do they trust other community members?  Do they feel they 
belong to the community, have the residents developed a sense of place or have a 
feeling of being part of the community (sense of community)?  Do they participate 
in a wide variety of community activities?  Is public interaction on streets 
observably friendly?  Do they respond to the needs of strangers?  How honest are 
the residents?  Can they trust their neighbours or other community members?  This 
section is looking to identify the community capacity building ability for new 
community initiatives.  What type of community action will enlist the support and 
involvement of the resident?  Finally, does the Highland Park community exhibit 
high or low levels of social capital?  Is this in the form of bridging or bonding social 
capital? 
 
Section 7 (Questions 61-68) 
The last batch of question in section seven concentrates on obtaining basic demographic 
information on the targeted population. 
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11.0 APPENDIX C: PHYSICAL STRUCTURE OF NEIGHBOURHOOD  
 
Weekend 1 – 19-20th July, 2003 
 
TEAM 1 
BLOCK NO. BLOCK COLOUR 
APPROX. NO OF 
DWELLINGS PER BLOCK 
DESIGNATE NUMBER OF 
HOUSEHOLDS TO BE 
SURVEYED STREET  NAMES 
Block 1 Yellow 44 14 
Aberdeen, Angus, 
McLeod 
 
Block 2 Brown 45 14 McLeod, Glengarry 
 
TEAM 2 
BLOCK NO. BLOCK COLOUR 
APPROX. NO OF 
DWELLINGS PER BLOCK 
DESIGNATE NUMBER OF 
HOUSEHOLDS TO BE 
SURVEYED STREET NAMES 
Block 3 Blue 45 14 
Armstrong, Perth, 
Square, Alexander 
Block 4 Red 34 11 
Tristania, Hampshire, 
Regal, Gloucester, 
Notingham 
 
TEAM 3  
BLOCK NO. 
 
BLOCK COLOUR 
APPROX NO OF 
DWELLINGS PER BLOCK 
DESIGNATE NUMBER OF 
HOUSEHOLDS TO BE 
SURVEYED STREET NAMES 
Block 5 Green 45 14 
Beaufort, Piccadilly, 
Beakley, Nightingale 
Block 6 Orange 36 12 
Tristania, Hamps, 
Lauder, Gloucester 
 
 
TEAM 4 
BLOCK NO. 
 
BLOCK COLOUR 
APPROX. NO OF 
DWELLINGS PER BLOCK 
DESIGNATE NUMBER OF 
HOUSEHOLDS TO BE 
SURVEYED STREET NAMES 
Block 7 Purple 48 16 
Explorers, Garvie, 
Jindabyne 
Block 8 Pink 40 13 
Kincaid, Kilmarnock, 
Rorymor 
 
 
TEAM 5 
BLOCK NO. 
 
BLOCK COLOUR 
APPROX. NO OF 
DWELLINGS PER BLOCK 
DESIGNATE NUMBER OF 
HOUSEHOLDS TO BE 
SURVEYED STREET NAMES 
Block 9 Green 36 12 
Lauder, Kilmuir, 
Kincaid, Dewar 
Block 10 Blue 38 12 
Kincaid, Kilmuir, 
Rivage 
 
Week 2 – 26-27 July, 2003 
TEAM 1 
BLOCK NO. 
 
BLOCK COLOUR 
APPROX. NO OF 
DWELLINGS PER BLOCK 
DESIGNATE NUMBER OF 
HOUSEHOLDS TO BE 
SURVEYED STREET NAMES 
Block 11 Orange 56 18 
Armstrong, Ramada, 
Van Brugge 
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Block 12 Yellow 48 16 
Armstrong, Galleria, 
Morocca 
 
 
TEAM 2 
BLOCK NO. 
 
BLOCK COLOUR 
APPROX. NO OF 
DWELLINGS PER BLOCK 
DESIGNATE NUMBER OF 
HOUSEHOLDS TO BE 
SURVEYED STREET NAMES 
Block 13 Brown 58 19 
Galleria, Morocca, 
Ballah 
 
Block 14 Purple 52 17 Marriott 
 
TEAM 3 
BLOCK NO. BLOCK COLOUR  
APPROX. NO OF 
DWELLINGS PER BLOCK 
DESIGNATE NUMBER OF 
HOUSEHOLDS TO BE 
SURVEYED STREET NAMES 
Block 15 Blue 122 approx 50 
Explorers, Alexander, 
Tiley, Cozens 
 
Block 16 Purple 76 25 
Alexander, Sue, 
Quigan, Conery, 
Pauline, Lee, Issel 
 
 
TEAM 4 
BLOCK NO. BLOCK COLOUR 
APPROX. NO OF 
DWELLINGS PER BLOCK 
DESIGNATE NUMBER OF 
HOUSEHOLDS TO BE 
SURVEYED STREET NAMES 
Block 17 Red 142 approx. 75 
Gumbeel, Wirth, 
Richard, Alexander, 
Eamonn 
 
 
TEAM 5 
BLOCK NO BLOCK COLOUR 
APPROX. NO OF 
DWELLINGS PER BLOCK 
DESIGNATE NUMBER OF 
HOUSEHOLDS TO BE 
SURVEYED STREET NAMES 
Block 18 Orange 52 17 
Orlando, Buring, 
Alexander 
Block 19 Blue 35 11 
Kahluac, Alexander, 
Orlando, Spumante 
Block 20 Orange 55 18 
 
Alexander, Sue, 
Conery, Jabiluka, 
Chateau 
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12.0 APPENDIX D: GRID BLOCKS  
Form Numbers Series allotted to Grid Block 
 
Grid Block Form Numbers 
 1  Yellow             1001-1014 
 2   Brown             1015-1029 
 3   Sky Blue         1030-1044 
 4   Red                1045-1056 
 5   Olive Green   1057-1071 
 6   Orange  1072-1084 
 7   Purple  1085-1101 
 8   Pink  1102-1115 
 9   Lime Green  1116-1128 
10  Royal Blue 1129-1141 
11  Orange  1142-1160 
12  Yellow  1161-1177 
13  Brown  1178-1197 
14  Purple  1198-1215 
15  Sky Blue 1216-1266 
16  Purple  1267-1293 
17  Pink  1294-1368 
18  Orange  1369-1387 
19  Royal Blue  1388-1398 
20  Orange  1399-1407 
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